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REMARKS 

Claims 1-7 remain pending in the above-identified application and stand ready for farther 
action on the merits. 

The following comments are presented in part, to respond to the Hxamincr's comments as 
set forth in the Examiner's Advisory Action of June 27, 2007. 

Applkann' Arguments Presented its the Previous Response 

As a dehydration method. Kusano ct al. mentions eenlri I ligation as well as mechanical 
compression, I lov/cver. Kusano ct al. states that the preferred dehydration method is mechanical 
compression, which has been the dc facto standard dehydration method in conventional 
techniques (or producing dried porous crumbs. 

On the other hand, in the method of the present invention, the dehydration is perforated 
hy apy one of th? specific methods recited in claim 2. which are different from mechanical 
c-mipfes'jvn 

fhe °rvdfK methods mchsdc i-cran juration, whan, huweser, should in- du-& nndet the 
\n-. <.--odhuxjs sxco'jd tn amended < lasm ,1, 

kusano e- al \\hich fawr mechanical compression have, of i.ou;->c, ^o teadoiii.' 
or sn^.ssu-n a boat fnc specirV conditions fur ecntritu^uuon 
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Application No. 09/446,314 

Amendment dated July 16, 200? 

After Final Office Action ofFsbraary 14, 2007 


Examiner's Opinion in the Advisory Action 

In ihe Advisory Action, ihe Examiner asserts as follows: 

"Insofar .as the applicants argwnents regarding the production claims, it appears 
that Mi. KV'Xnfugui dehydration is net <i criikul limitation to ot>tam the pnUi>ei 
with the claimed parameters as the applicants own specification discloses, far 
example, gravity dehydration equally effective and all o f the comparative results 
address different process steps. Thus, it is still reasonable believed that the 

As apparent from the above, our position is that when the dehydration in the method 

of the present invention is performed by eeniriibgatio.ii. the centrifugalion needs to be performed 

under specific conditions, whereas the Examiner asserts to the effect tit at the use of 

eentrifugatiori in she present invention is obvious. The Examiner points out that the crumbs 

of the present invention are obtained even when the dehydration is performed by gravity 

dehydration in th.c Examples of ihe present application. However, this is irrelevant since 

r-lusano ct ai. do not disclose the gravity dehydration. 

CONCLUSION 

Based upon the remark? presented herein, the Examiner is .respectfully requested to issue 
a Notice of Allowance clearly indicating that each of pending claims 1-7 are allowed and 
patentable under the pro visions of Title 35 of the United States Code. 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to he resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact John W. Bailey i Reg. No. 32.881) 
at the telephone manner below, to conduct an Interview in an effort to expedite prosecution in 
connection: with the present application. 
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.Application No. W/4463 \4 l\\«s K\\ (v* > t*-«M>»P 

.Amendment dared July i 6, 20(?7 

If necessary, the Commissioner i J hereby authorized In ihb. c-^eurruu, and future 
replies to charge payment or credit am ourpasmem k> Deposit Aeu>um No. 02-244 K fur uny 
addiinmai ices required under 37.{'.!\R. ^l.l^ur 1. 1 4; parUeuhyK. extension of time ties. 


Dated: July 16,2007 


i.-hiMl IkJev 

RegislM'sion No,: 52, *V 

BIRCH S n:\VA R. I , ki > \V M ,v ' 

8110 Gatehouse Road 

Suite 1 00 Bast 

P.O. Box 747 

Balls Church, Virginia 22040-0747 
Attoroej ior Appl leant 
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